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PREFACE
This Research Report provides the results of a consumer survey
carried out during February and March 1988. With the partial
deregulation of the milk industry and the introduction of alter-
native packaging for milk, it was considered to be important to
have an analysis of the consumer response to the changes that
have taken place. The NZ Milk Board therefore commissioned the
Agribusiness and Economics Research Unit (AERU) to carry out a
survey of consumers to ascertain the responses that had already
occurred and to indicate the direction in which future changes
might go.
It is acknowledged that this Research Report provides only a par-
tial analysis of the milk consumption situation. However, the
collection of data on milk consumption has now become much more
difficult with the removal of the NZ Milk Board. Also, it was
considered that it would be more useful to have this Report pub-
lished at an early date rather than wait until more data was
collected, given the importance of the findings, especially for
the home vendor service.
The AERU has a continuing interest in carrying out research of
this type. It considers that it is essential that the pattern of
changes which takes place following deregulation of an industry
should be monitored and recorded in the interests of acquiring
further knowledge of the market and understanding the actions of
market participants. This is particularly important for the Town
Milk Industry as further changes in the regulatory pattern are
expected in 1993 when the Milk Act 1988 is due to expire.
In addition to the research reported in this publication, the
AERU has been carrying out a review of the impact of the partial
deregulation with respect to the changes in milk company owner-
ship and the effect of the changes on farmers. The results of
this research will be published in the near future.
Professor A C Zwart
DIRECTOR
( v )

SUMMARY
This Report provides a description of a consumer survey of 400
Auckland and 300 Christchurch households at the end of February
and early March 1988.
The intention of the survey was to identify consumer attitudes to
changes in milk packaging and to the home delivery service. It
was noted that Auckland consumers had experienced longer exposure
to cartons and plastic bottles as milk containers. A comparison
of the situation in the two centres was therefore expected to
reflect an indication of the effect of packaging changes. '
Results of the survey indicate significant differences between
Auckland and Christchurch with respect to the adoption of the new
packages, the consequent changes in the type of milk purchased
and differences in the use of the home delivery service. The
carton and plastic bottle had been adopted by over 40 per cent of
Auckland respondents compared with 14 per cent of Christchurch
respondents. Only 50 per cent of Auckland respondents had ob-
tained their last milk purchase from the milkman compared with
nearly 75 per cent of Christchurch respondents. Most of the non
milkman purchases were of cartons or plastic bottles.
In Auckland, the non milkman users had similar characteristics to
the milkman users although there was a tendency for more non
milkman users to be aged between 20 and 29, to come from two per-
son households and to be from households where the principal in-
come earner was "professional managerial" or "technical
clerical". Non milkman users purchased their milk less
frequently than milkman users. These differences were more
pronounced in Christchurch.
Of those using the milkman service, over 80 per cent of
Christchurch respondents and over 70 per cent of Auckland respon-
dents thought the service was very good. The main complaints
from those users with complaints were that the service was
unreliable, the delivery timing was unsuitable and the money was
often stolen.
For those not using the milkman service, the main reason was that
the shop or supermarket was more convenient, the milkman was not
reliable, the timing of deliveries was unsuitable and milk and/or
money is often stolen.
Over 80 per cent of respondents in both centres indicated they
had a preference for a particular container. Glass bottles were
preferred by 80.1 per cent of Christchurch respondents and 59.8
per cent of Auckland respondents. Plastic bottles were preferred
by 10.~ per cent and 29.0 per cent of Christchurch and Auckland
respondents respectively (cartons - 9.7 per cent and 11.2 per
cent for Christchurch and Auckland respectively). Respondents
preferred the glass bottle mainly because of hygiene, a dislike
of cardboard, reusability and "habit". The plastic bottle was
preferred mainly because of its larger size, safety and
convenience, as was the carton.
(vii)
Price differences between glass bottle and carton milk were not
well understood. Price differences did not appear to a factor
influencing the choice of container.
The conclusions from the research were that the plastic bottle
will continue to grow in popularity (especially in Christchurch
as people become more familiar with it), and that as this occurs,
the use of the milkman service will decline further in both Auck-
land and Christchurch. The main attributes of the milkman serv-
ice are the ability to provide a convenient service through the
delivery of products. This convenience is associated with the
inconvenience of having to take empty glass bottles to the store
or supermarket to exchange for full bottles. While consumers
continue to rely on the glass bottle, the milkman has an advan-
tage over the supermarket in that the inconvenience of carrying
glass bottles is overcome through the milkman delivering to the
gate.
However, there are a significant number of consumers (as indi-
cated by these results) who consider that the milkman service is
not convenient and who therefore have sought (and will poten-
tially seek) an alternative. The plastic bottle offers some sig-
nificant advantages over the glass bottle (size, safety,
convenience) and does not involve the need to provide heavy empty
bottles before obtaining milk. It is therefore very likely that
consumers will increasingly adopt the plastic bottle (and carton)
over time as the convenience of this form of milk purchasing of-
fsets the convenience of the delivery system.
strategies that might be employed by milkmen to prolong the use
of the home delivery system include the provision of a wider
range of products, delivery to the door or a lockable container,
improved payment options (prepaid accounts, credit arrangements,
etc.), improved channels of communication with consumers, more
appropriate delivery times and improved delivery staff.
If the home delivery system is to continue at a level similar to
the present, it must be recognized that the only advantage the
milkman has over the shop/supermarket is the convenience of home
delivery. This convenience is enhanced by the inconvenience of
taking empty glass bottles to the shop or supermarket. Use of
alternative packaging will increase; it must remain convenient
for the consumer to purchase other forms of packaging from the
milkman if the home delivery service is to continue to be used.
If the level of convenience for delivery of alternatively
packaged milk is established, then delivery of other products
will also be convenient and the home delivery service may expand.
(viii)
•SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION
Late in 1987, the NZ Milk Board identified the need for an ap-
praisal of the NZ milk consumer with respect to the attitudes of
consumers to milk pricing, containers and delivery systems. The
Agribusiness and Economics Research Unit (AERU) has had a long
relationship with the NZ Milk Board and was asked to carry out
. the research on behalf of the Board.
Of particular concern was the likely impact on milk consumers of
the introduction of alternative milk packaging and the impact of
this on the milk delivery system (milkmen) following the partial
deregulation of the Town Milk Industry .
The research involved two consumer surveys; one in Christchurch
and one in Auckland. It was decided that surveys should be un-
dertaken in these two areas as there were significant differences
between them with respect to the introduction of cartons and
plasti~ bottles. These forms of packaging, which had been al-
lowed since 1 October 1.986, had been introduced approximately one
year earlier (cartons) (six months earlier for plastic bottles)
in Aucklahd than in Christchurch and the research was expected to
indicate whether there were any real differences between the two
areas which might be caused by the different experience with the
packaging available.
In order to obtain a sufficiently large sample at reasonable
cost, it was decided to use a telephone survey to obtain the in-
formation required. A sample of 600 numbers in the Christchurch
area was randomly selected from the telephone directory and the
same method was used to select a sample of 800 numbers in the
Auckland area. From this sample, a target of 300 and 400 respon-
dents was set for Christchurch and Auckland respectively. The
sample sizes were set based upon the following formula:
n ::m ..(..Z..mi;..tJ;cJ..:::::_..:~:....__(.P_.__~...._~a..;!...
f..» ::":
where, n - .ample .ize;
(Zm/Z)2 • confidence interval e.timate (ie. 1.96 @ 95%);
p * q • sample proportion variance estimate;
€~ ::;:: :m: t CI ]. f!.~ I" ,i:1 b ].~» f.+) y' I" .:::' 1/' ]. +::) v f~)1 ( ~5 • (> %) •
For Christchurch, it was known that the usage of the milkman (the
critical variable in toe research) was a high proportion of the
population (H G Turnbull, pers comm). Therefore, the sample
proportion variance estimate was set at 0.1875 (ie.0.25 * 0.75).
This resulted in a target sample size of 288 respondents, which
was "rounded" to 300.
1.
For Auckland, the proportion using the milkman was known to be
lower (H G Turnbull, pers comm), therefore the sample proportion
variance estimate was set at its maximized point of 0.25 (ie.
0.50 * 0.501. This resulted in a target sample size of 384,
which was "rounded" to 400 respondents.
Prior to the main survey being undertaken, a pilot test using 30
questionnaires was commissioned. A total of 20 questionnaires
was completed for the Christchurch area and 10 questionnaires
were completed for Auckland. The work was carried out by three
experienced interviewers from Christchurch. The interviewers
were instructed to objectively criticise the questionnaire with a
view to improving the way the information was obtained. As a
result, some significant changes to the questionnaire were made.
The final version of the questionnaire was reviewed by the two
interviewing companies and the Milk Board. Some alterations were
made as a result of those reviews.
Telephone interviews were carried out by two experienced market
research companies, operating under contract to the AERU. One
company handled the Christchurch area and the other carried out
the work in Auckland. The questionnaire was designed to enable
the interviewers to obtain and record the responses with a mini-
mum of difficulty. A copy of the Questionnaire is appended to
this Report. Briefing of the interviewers for both companies was
carried out by the same AERU staff member in order to ensure con-
sistent treatment of the questions and responses. Briefing notes
were given to each interviewer. A copy is appended to this
Report. The interviewers identified themselves as ringing on be-
half of Lincoln College and the Milk Board.
The survey method did not provide for call backs for specific
people. The target respondent was "the person who usually ar-
ranges the purchase of the milk". However, interviewers were ex-
pected to try the telephone numbers up to three times in an ef-
fort to obtain an answer, before using replacement numbers.
The work was carried out during the last week of February 1988
and the first two weeks of March 1988. At this time, plastic
milk bottles had been in use in Auckland for some time and had
been introduced to Christchurch approximately one week before the
survey commenced. Milk cartons had been available in both
centres for some time, with Auckland consumers having the longer
experience. The partial deregulation of the industry (with
respect to packaging) had taken place from 1 October 1986. From
1 September 1987, a number of changes were made by the Milk Board
and Government which included the relaxation of price controls on
the industry and allowed for supermarkets to purchase milk from a
range of suppliers, not necessarily in their district, and be ex-
empt from the requirement to provide a home delivery service.
"The price at which supermarkets purchase milk from processors is
unrestrained, but the price at which supermarkets may sell may
not be less than a fixed margin below the home delivery price of
the processor's milk." (Commerce Commission Decision No 216, 26
April 1988). This means that where the "fixed margin" is $0.03
2
per litre, supermarkets may not sell at prices more than $0.03
per litre less than the home delivery price of the processor from
whom they buy the milk. There is therefore some scope for price
competition between home delivered milk and supermarket milk
supplies. At the time of the survey, there did not appear to be
very much difference between home delivery and supermarket
prices.
This Report provides the results of the two surveys. The
analysis gives the data from both Auckland and Christchurch in
the same tables, allowing for an easy comparison of the results
from the two centres. As significant differences between Auck-
land and Christchurch were expected, given the differences in
consumer exposure to different packaging forms, it was considered
that this form of presentation would be most appropriate.
The final section of the Report provides some conclusions based
upon the data collected, with special reference to the objectives
of the research and the implications of the results for the fu-
ture development of fresh milk supply systems for consumers.
3

SECTION 2
RESULTS
2.1 Milk Purchasing
2.1.1 Purchase Frequency
•
Table 1 provides information on the normal frequency of milk pur-
chasing for the household.
Table 1
Milk Purchasing Freguency
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
Daily 59.8 44.2
Every Second Day 18.9 25.3
Every Two/Three Days 19.3 24.6
Once a week 2.0 5.9
Total 100.0 100.0
valid Responses 301 403
As can be observed from Table 1, the majority of Christchurch
consumers buy their milk on a daily basis with almost all con-
sumers purchasing more than once per week. However, for Auckland
consumers, the average purchase frequency is a longer period,
with less than half the respondents purchasing on a daily basis.
2.1. 2 Purchase Source
The majority of Christchurch consumers purchased their milk from
the milkman with the dairy or corner store also being important
(Table 2). In Auckland, however, only half the respondents pur-
chased their milk from the milkman with the dairy / corner store
and the supermarket being more important milk sources in Auckland
than in Christchurch (Table 2).
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Table 2
Where Milk Last Purchased From
(% of responses)
Christchurch Auckland
Mi lkman 74.8 50.6
Dairy / Corner store 20.3 30.5
Supermarket 4.7 18.1
other (eg. garage) 0.3 0.7
Total 100.0 100.0
Valid Responses 301 403
The respondents were asked to indicate whether they used other
purchase sources as well as the source used for the "last
purchase". In Chr istchurch, 50.8 per cent of the respondents and
in Auckland, 56.8 per cent of the respondents indicated that they
did use other purchase sources. The distribution of those
sources is given in Table 3. The su~ermarket is clearly a more
important source in Auckland than in Christchurch with a high
proportion of Auckland respondents citing the supermarket as an
alternative milk source.
Table 3
other Purchase Sources
(% of respondents)
Milkman
Dairy / Corner store
Supermarket
other (eg. garage)
Total
Valid Responses
Christchurch
17.8
63.2
22.4
4 . 6
108.0
152
6
Auckland
24.4
42.4
40.2
5.2
112.2
229
•
The overall use of milk purchase points by consumers is given in
Table 4. These results emphasize the difference in importance of
the milkman and the supermarket between Christchurch and
Auckland, with the milkman being significantly more important in
Christchurch and the supermarket being significantly more impor-
tant in Auckland. Although not reflected in Table 4, the dairy /
corner store is also more important in Auckland as a first source
of purchase (Table 2).
Table 4
Use of Milk Purchas~ Points
(% of respondents)
Milkman
Dairy I Corner store
Supermarket
other (eg. garage)
Total
Valid Responses
Christchurch
83.7
52.2
15.9
5.0
156.8
301
Auckland
64.5
54.6
40.9
3.7
163.7
403
For Christchurch, the results presented in Tables 1 through 4 in-
dicate the strong hold which the milkman has on the Christchurch
milk purchasing system. However, the results also indicate that
the dairy I corner store has a significant market position while
the supermarket does not yet have a very significant position.
However, 15.9 per cent of Christchurch respondents did indicate
that they had used the supermarket at some time (Table 4).
For Auckland, the dairy I corner store and the supermarket are
very important as milk sources with the milkman being of sig-
nificantly less importance than in Christchurch. The difference
in the importance of milk sources between Auckland and
Christchurch is reflected in the purchasing frequency, with Auck-
land respondents buying less frequently (on average) than the
Christchurch respondents. It would be expected that the lower
Auckland buying frequency would be reflected in a greater quan-
tity of milk purchased per purchase occasion, if milk consumption
was similar in the two areas.
2.1.3 Profile of Milkman Users
An analysis of the responses according to whether or not the
milkman was used for the last purchase was carried out. The
results are given in Tables 5 and 6.
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Table 5
Milkman User ct. Non User - Christchurch
(% of respondents)
Daily
Every second day
Two - three times a week
Weekly
Usual
Milkman Used for
Last Purchase
purchase frequency:
62.5
20.5
16.1
0.9
Milkman Not Used
for Last Purchase
51. 3
14.5
28.9
5.3
Total
Valid Responses
People in Household:
One
Two
Three - Four
Over Four
Total
Valid Responses
Respondent Age Group:
Under 20
20 to 29
30 to 39
40 to 49
50 to 59
60 and Over
Total
Valid Responses
100.0
224
19.6
36.0
30.2
14.2
100.0
225
1.3
16.5
21.4
17.9
7.2
35.7
100.0
224
100.0
76
3.9
51. 3
38.2
6.6
100.0
76
1.3
34.6
22.7
16.0
14.7
10.7
100.0
75
Occupation of Principal Income Earner:
Professional - Managerial 22.0
Clerical - Technical 8.7
Sales - Service 6.9
Tradesman - Labourer 22.5
Retired 35.8
Benefit, Unemployed, Students 4.1
28.0
14.7
6.7
26.7
13.3
10.6
.,
Total
Valid Responses
100.0
218
8
100.0
75
Table 6
Milkman User cf. Non User - Auckland
(% of respondents)
Daily
Every second day
Two - three times a week
Weekly
Usual
Milkman Used for
Last Purchase
purchase frequency:
57.8
22.1
19.6
0.5
Milkman Not Used
for Last Purchase
30.2
28.6
29.6
11. 6
Total
Valid Responses
People in Household:
One
Two
Three - Four
Over Four
Total
Valid Responses
Respondent Age Group:
Under 20
20 to 29
30 to 39
40 to 49"
50 to 59
60 and Over
Total
Valid Responses
100.0
204
11. 3
28.9
39.7
20.1
100.0
204
2.0
12.8
22.2
22.7
12.8
27.6
100.0
203
100.0
199
10.6
32.2
42.7
14.5
100.0
199
0.5
24.2
25.3
22.2
14.6
13.1
100.0
198
..
Occupation of Principal Income Earner:
Professional - Managerial 22.7
Clerical - Technical 12.1
Sales - Service 10.6
Tradesman - Labourer 23.7
Retired 27.3
Benefit, Unemployed, students 3.5
26.4
15.7
11.7
21.8
16.2
8.1
Total
Valid Responses
100.0
198
9
100.0
197
There are some distinct differences between the respondents who
used the milkman for their last milk purchase and those who did
not (Tables 5 and 6). In both Christchurch and Auckland, usual
purchase frequency was significantly lower for non users of the
milkman than for users. This was particularly so for Auckland.
In Christchurch, household size was concentrated in the two to
four persons category, with the two person size being par-
ticularly more significant. There was a similar tendency in
Auckland, although not as pronounced.
In both centres, there was a tendency for non milkman users to be
from the "middle" age groups, with a high proportion being aged
between 20 and 29 and a low proportion aged 60 and over.
Differences between milkman users and non users were less
pronounced with respect to the employment of the principal income
earner. However, there was a tendency for a higher proportion of
non users to come from the professional - managerial and clerical
technical areas, with a lower proportion being retired
(reflecting the age differences noted above).
It should be noted that the differences between the users of the
milkman and the non users were less pronounced in Auckland than
in Christchurch, but were still "in the same direction". These
results imply that younger, professionally employed people living
as couples or with one child have a tendency to explore and con-
tinue to use alternative methods of milk purchasing (rather than
the traditional milkman), and as shown'in results presented later
in this report, tend to use alternative milk packaging.
The implications of the Auckland results for the Christchurch
situation should be acknowledged, in that the differences between
milkman and non milkman users have become less in Auckland, where
a much higher proportion of respondents do not use the milkman
service. This implies that people from a wider range of charac-
teristics have chosen not to use the milkman in Auckland; this is
also likely to happen in Christchurch.
2.2 Quantity Purchased
Tables 7, 8 and 9 provide information on the types of milk which
were purchased in the "last purchase" as well as the quantity
which was purchased, according to the different containers.
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Table 7
Type and Quantity of Bottle Milk Purchased
(% of respondents)
(a) slIver Top Bottles
Number of
Bottles
Christchurch Auckland
None 48.0
One 27.2)
)
Two 15.2)
) 52.0
Three 6.3)
)
Greater Than Three 3.3)
Total 1.00.0
Valid Responses 302
(b) Blue Top Bottles
73.9
12.4)
)
6 • 7 )
) 26.1
3 . 2 )
)
3 .7)
100.0
403
Number of
Bottles
Christchurch Auckland
•
None 75.2
One 11.6)
)
Two 6.3)
) 24.8
Three 3.3)
)
Greater Than Three 3.6)
Total 100.0
Valid Responses 302
Table 7 continued next page:
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72.0
8 .4)
)
8.9)
) 28.0
6.0)
)
4.7)
100.0
403
Table 7 continued:
(c) Green Top Bottles
Number of
Bottles
Christchurch Auckland
None 78.8
One 12.9)
)
Two 6 . 6 )
) 21.2
Three o. 7 )
)
Greater Than Three 1. 0)
Total 100.0
Valid Responses 302
Table 8
86.8
7.9)
)
3 . 0 )
) 13.2
o. 7 )
)
1.5)
100.0
403
Type and Quantity of Carton Milk Purchased
(% of respond~nts)
Number of
Cartons
Christchurch Auckland
0.2 0.2
Standard Cartons
1 Litre 2 Litre
(a) Standard Milk
Standard Cartons
1 Litre 2 Litre
None 95.4 98.7
One 3.3 1.3
Two 1..0
Three 0.3
Four
Total 100.0 100.0
Valid Responses 302 302
Table 8 continued next page:
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93.1
6.7
100.0
403
95.3
4.0
0.5
100.0
403
•
Table 9
Type and Quantity of Plastic Bottle Milk Purchased
(% of respondents)
Number of
Bottles
Christchurch Auckland
standard Trim Standard Trim
Milk Milk Milk Milk
None 96.0 98.7 79.9 95.3
One 3.0 1.0 17.6 3.7
Two 0.7 0.3 2.2 1.0
Three 0.3 0.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Valid Responses 302 302 403 403
In Christchurch, 98 per cent of the respondents purchased milk in
a glass bottle, nine per cent purchased cartons and five per cent
purchased plastic bottles at their last purchase. However, in
Auckland, .67 per cent of respondents purchased milk in a glass
bottle, 1b per cent purchased cartons and 25 per cent purchased
plastic bottles at their last usual purchase (Table 10).
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Table 10
Containers Purchased at Last Usual Purchase
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
Bottles 98.0 67.3
Cartons 8.9 17.6
Plastic Bottles 5.3 24.8
Total 112.2 109.7
Valid Responses 302 403
The large difference between Christchurch and Auckland respon-
dents with respect to the types of containers used reflects the
longer exposure Auckland respondents have had to cartons and
plastic bottles. The popularity of the plastic bottle is par-
ticularly significant in Auckland; the higher proportion of Auck-
land respondents buying containers larger than the glass bottle
is reflected in the higher proportion of Auckland respondents
buying milk less frequently than daily.
For the Christchurch respondents who purchased silver top
bottles, the average purchase was 1.75 bottles. For blue top
bottles, the average was 2.03 and for green top bottles, the
average was 1.52. This indicates an average quantity per pur-
chase of 1.05 litres, 1.22 litres and 0.91 litres for the three
types, respectively. As purchases of carton and plastic bottle
milk are all of one litre or more, these results indicate a
strong demand for milk in greater quantities than the standard
600 ml bottle. A potential for a larger glass bottle is there-
fore evident. Nearly half of all bottle buying respondents pur-
chased more than one bottle at a time. Also apparent is the
likely demand for cartons and plastic bottles, once these con-
tainers become more acceptable, as they are larger than the glass
bottle. The Auckland situation probably reflects the demand for
a larger container.
It is clear that Christchurch consumers are still strongly
"attached" to the glass bottle, with other packaging forms not
having made major advances at the time of the survey. It should
be noted that the plastic bottle had only just been introduced at
the time the survey was undertaken.
In Auckland, the plastic bottle and the carton were much more
significant than in Christchurch. Given the available evidence,
it could be expected that Christchurch would follow the Auckland
example once the new containers had been available longer.
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.Part of the analysis undertaken involved the identification of
any differences between consumers according to the type of milk
purchased. For Christchurch, 52.0 per cent of respondents pur-
chased wholemilk (at their last purchase), 34.4 per cent pur-
chased standard milk and 25.2 per cent purchased trim milk. In
Auckland, the comparable proportions were 26.1 per cent
wholemilk, 59.1 per cent standard milk and 23.6 ,per cent trim
milk.
There are ther.efore substantial differences between Christchurch
and Auckland with respect to the purchase of wholemilk and stand-
ard milk. This results entirely from the stronger preference of
Auckland consumers for carton and plastic bottle containers,
which only have standard milk. (In Christchurch, 24.8 per cent
of respondents purchased standard milk in glass bottles; in
Auckland, the proportion was 28.0 per cent). This result clearly
indicates that these respondents consider the advantages of the
carton or plastic bottle clearly outweigh any disadvantage in-
curred because wholemilk is not available in these package types .
Table 11 provides a comparison of milk buying sources according
to the type of milk purchased.
Table 11
Milk Type by Purchase Source
(% of respondents buying each type)
..
Christchurch
Mi lkman
Dairy I Corner store
Supermarket
other ego Garage
Total
Valid responses
Auckland
Milkman
Dairy I Corner Store
Supermarket
other ego Garage
Total
Valid Responses
Wholemilk
83.3
15.4
0.6
0.6
100.0
156
81. 9
16.2
1.9
100.0
105
15
standard Milk
60.6
30.8
8.7
100.0
104
38.2
35.3
25.2
1.3
100.0
238
Trim Milk
75.0
18.4
6.6
100.0
76
50.5
28.4
21.1
100.0
95
The results presented in Table 11 indicate that although the
milkman service has all milk and package types available, there
remains a preference amongst a high proportion of respondents for
purchasing from alternative sources. As the major part of the
purchasing from non milkman sources is of cartons and plastic
bottles (Table 12), and these are available from the milkman,
there is a clear indication that the milkman service is not com-
peting well with the availability from dairies and supermarkets.
The limitation of the type of milk in cartons and plastic bottles
to standard and trim milk (no wholemilk) is not having a major
impact on the acceptability of these containers. As the accept-
ability of cartons and plastic bottles grows in Christchurch, as-
suming that the milkman service is comparable between
Christchurch and Auckland, a similar move towardB purchasing
those containers from the dairy and supermarket can be expected.
There is a clear indication from the results that purchasing milk
from non milkman sources has been enhanced by the availability of
cartons and plastic bottles; the majority of respondents who buy
these containers obtain them from non milkman sources.
Table 12
Purchase Source by Package Type
(% of respondents buying each package type)
•
Christchurch
Milkman
Dairy / Corner Store
Supermarket
Other ego Garage
Total
Valid Responses
Auckland
Glass Bottle
83.8
15.4
0.4
0.4
100.0
265
Carton
11. 6
61. 5
26.9
100.0
26
Plastic Bottle
18.8
43.7
37.5
100.0
16
Milkman
Dairy / Corner Store
supermarket
other ego Garage
Total
Valid Responses
74.8
22.8
2.4
100.0
250
16
9.1 14.4
43.9 41.2
45.5 42.3
1.5 2.1
100.0 100.0
66 97
Tables 13 and 14 provide an analysis of "demographic" differences
between the purchasers of the different package types.
Table 13
Package Type Purchased by "Demographics" - Christchurch
(% of respondents buying each package type)
Glass Bottle
How Often Milk Purchased:
Carton Plastic Bottle
Daily
Every second Day
Every Two/Three Days
Weekly
Total
Valid Responses
People in Household:
60.8
19.6
18.5
1.1
100.0
265
57.7
7.7
23.1
11. 5
100.0
26
56.2
18.8
25.0
100.0
16
One
Two
Three - Four
Over Four
Total
Valid Responses
Age Group:
17.3 6.3
38.7 65.4 12.5
30.8 23.1 75.0
13.2 11. 5 6.2
100.0 100.0 100.0
266 26 16
Under 20
20 to 29
30 to 39
40 to 49
50 to 59
60 and Over
Total
Valid Responses
1.5 3.8
20.1 19.2
20.8 23.1
16.7 23.1
8.7 11. 5
32.2 19.2
100.0 100.0
264 26
50.0
25.0
18.8
6.3
100.0
16
In Christchurch, there is a tendency for buyers of cartons and
plastic bottles to belong to larger households and for such
buyers to be from a "middle" age group. A higher proportion of
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the buyers of bottles were from the older age group. These
results would tend to indicate that a significant reason for
buying cartons or plastic bottles was the greater size of the
container. This is reinforced for plastic bottles by the results
given in Table 16 where the greater size was significant as a
reason for preferring the plastic bottle. For cartons, however,
the convenience was a more significant factor. This is likely to
be related to the convenience of purchasing as a high proportion
of carton buyers were from two person homes and probably both
working, therefore collecting the milk on the way home (most car-
ton purchases were from non milkman sources (Table 12».
Table 14
Package Type Purchased by "Demographics" - Auckland
(% of respondents buying each package type)
Glass Bottle Carton Plastic Bottle
..
How Often Milk Purchased:
Daily
Every Second Day
Every Two - Three Days
Weekly
Total
Valid Responses
People in Household:
One
Two
Three - Four
Over Four
Total
Valid Responses
Respondent Age Group:
Under 20
20 to 29
30 to 39
40 to 49
50 to 59
60 and Over
Total
Valid Responses
52.8
24.8
21. 6
0.8
100.0
250
13.2
33.6
37.2
16.0
100.0
250
1.6
12.4
22.5
21. 7
12.0
29.7
100.0
249
18
28.8
27.3
25.8
18.2
100.0
66
10.6
37.9
33.3
18.2
100.0
66
1.5
21.2
27.3
22.7
19.7
7.6
100.0
66
33.0
23.7
33.0
10.3
100.0
97
4.1
15.5
59.8
20.6
100.0
97
35.4
22.9
24.0
12.5
5.2
100.0
96
In Auckland, plastic bottles tend to be purchased by larger
families and by the "middle" age groups (Table 14). Cartons are
purchased more by the "middle" age groups also; household size is
not a strong factor for carton buyers. Both cartons and plastic
bottles tend to be purchased less frequently than glass bottles.
The plastic bottle size factor tends to be reinforced by the
results in Table 16, where the larger size is a major reason for
preferring the plastic bottle.
2.3 Container Preferences and comparative Prices
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they preferred any
particular type of container for milk. A large majority of
respondents (81.5 per cent for Christchurch and 83.6 per cent for
Auckland) indicated that they did prefer a particular container
with most of them preferring the glass bottle (Table 15).
However, the Auckland preference for the glass bottle was much
lower than in Christchurch, with the plastic bottle being much
more highly preferred in Auckland. As the plastic bottle had
been available in Auckland for a longer period, it would not be
unreasonable to expect the Christchurch preference to follow a
similar pattern in future.
Table 15
Container Preferences
(% of respondents)
Respondents preferring
a container
Christchurch
81. 5
Auckland
83.6
(% of those with preference)
Container Preferred:
Glass Bottle 80.1 59.8
Carton 9.7 11.2
Plastic Bottle 10.2 29.0
Total 100.0 100.0
Valid Responses 246 338
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It should be noted that in Christchurch, the degree of preference
for the plastic bottle is significant given that this container
had only recently been introduced and the level of preference had
already (marginally) exceeded the preference for the carton.
People were asked why they had their particular preference. The
results are given in Table 16.
The glass bottle was preferred mainly because of perceived better
hygiene factors, a dislike of cardboard, habit and reusability.
The cardboard carton was preferred mainly because of its
convenience, disposability, fresher milk, safety and larger size.
The plastic bottle was favoured mainly because of its larger
size, safety and convenience. There was little difference be-
tween Christchurch and Auckland with similar levels of importance
for the preference factors. Of particular importance was the
larger size of the plagtic bottle and the safeness of plastic
compared with glass.
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Table 16
Reasons for Container Preference
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
Why Glass carton Plastic Glass Carton Plastic
Preferred Bottle Bottle Bottle Bottle
More Hygienic 39.0 8.3 8.0 29.0 5.4 10.0
Dislike
cardboard 22.6 12.0 22.5
Habit 22.1 17.5
Reusable 18.5 12.0 33.0 5.4 12.4
Conservation 7.7 10.5 2.7
See through 7.2 4.0 11.5
Cheaper 5.1 3.5 2.1
More convenient 3.1 33.3 12.0 14.0 10.8 32.0
Disposable 25.0 4.0 35.1 10.3
Fresher milk 3.1 16.7 1.0 1.0
Safer
- not break 16.7 48.0 21.6 23.7
Bigger 8.3 32.0 1.0 27.0 51. 5
Fits in Fridge 1.5 8.3 4.0 2.0 32.4 13.4
No Light on Milk - 4.2 13.5
Keeps longer 4.2 1.5 10.8 2.1
Resealable lid 6.2
other 9.1 16.7 12.0 17.5 13.7 7.5
Total 139.0 141.7 148.0 164.5 178.4 172.2
Valid
responses 195 24 25 200 37 97
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Respondents were asked whether carton milk is dearer at the su-
permarket than from the milkman. Most "didn't know" the relative
prices (Table 17). There was no significant difference between
the responses from the buyers of carton milk and all buyers.
This indicates that prices charged by different milk sources are
not a major item of concern.
Table 17
Supermarket vs. Milkman Carton Price
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
All Carton All Carton
Respondents Buyers Respondents Buyers
Don't Know 79.8 76.9 74.9 68.2
Supermarket dearer 9.6 3.8 10.9 6.1
Supermarket same 6.6 3.8 7.5 12.1
Supermarket cheaper 4.0 15.4 6.7 13.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Valid responses 302 26 403 66
Respondents were also asked whether they thought carton milk is
more expensive per litre than milk in a glass bottle. The
results are given in Table 18. The general perception is that
carton milk is more expensive (Table 18). However, a large
proportion of respondents did not know the relative prices.
There was little difference between the responses from all
respondents compared with the responses from those who purchase
carton milk. This again indicates that there is apparently
little concern about price differences between glass bottle and
carton milk. The perceived additional convenience (and other
factors) outweigh the cost difference between the two forms of
packaging.
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Table 18
Carton Milk Cost cf. Glass Bottle Milk Cost
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
All carton All Carton
Respondents Buyers Respondents Buyers
Carton milk
more expensive 49.6 57.7 50.9 53.0
•
Carton milk not
more expensive 12.1 23.1 11.4 16.7
Don't Know 38.3 19.2 37.7 30.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
valid responses 298 26 403 66
2.4 Reaction to Price Changes
Respondents were asked to indicate how they would respond if the
price of the milk they purchased were to increase (note: only the
price of the particular type of milk was to increase). Two
levels of price increase were evaluated. One was of five cents
per unit and the second was of ten cents per unit. The results
are given in Table 19 .
•
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Table 19
Reaction to Price Changes
(% of respondents)
Price Increased
by Five Cents
Price Increased
by Ten Cents
Christchurch
Silver Tog Bottles:
Auckland Christchurch Auckland
Buy Same
Buy Less
Don't Know
Valid Responses
Blue Tog Bottles:
Buy Same
Buy Less
Don't Know
Valid Responses
Green Tog Bottles:
Buy Same
Buy Less
Don't Know
Valid Responses
90.4
7.0
2.6
157
90.7
6.7
2.6
75
93.8
4.7
1.6
64
83.8
16.2
105
89.4
10.6
113
94.2
5.8
52
24
75.2
19.7
5.1
157
74.7
18.7
6.6
75
81. 3
14.1
4.7
64
61.0
36.2
2.8
105
69.9
27.4
2.7
113
69.2
26.9
3.9
52
•
Table 19 continued:
Reaction to Price Changes
(% of respondents)
Price Increased
by Five Cents
Price Increased
by Ten Cents
Christchurch
standard Cartons:
Auckland Christchurch Auckland
•
Buy Same
Buy Less
Don't Know
Valid Responses
Trim Milk Cartons:
Buy Same
Buy Less
Don't Know
.Valid Responses
Plastic Bottles:
Buy Same
Buy Less
Don't Know
Valid Responses
94.4
5.6
18
100.0
9
94.0
6.0
16
89.4
8.5
2.1
47
100.0
24
91.9
8.1
99
72.2
16.7
11.1
18
78.0
22.0
9
75.0
25.0
16
76.1
23.9
46
82.6
17.4
23
78.8
19.2
2.0
99
•
•
It is clear from the results that a five cent price change would
only have a marginal effect on bottle milk sales with very little
effect on carton or plastic bottle sales. However, a ten cent
price change would have a more significant effect on milk sales,
especially for glass bottles. The effect would be less for trim
milk than for other milk types, in both glass bottles and
cartons. The effect of a price rise for plastic bottles would be
less than for other containers. Auckland respondents were more
likely to reduce their glass bottle purchases than were
Christchurch respondents.
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Respondents were also asked what their reaction would be to a
general rise in the price of milk. It should be noted that Table
19 refers to price rises for only each particular type of milk
rather than all milk. Table 20 provides the results where all
milk was to rise by ten cents per pint (600 ml).
Table 20
Reaction to General Milk Price Rise by 10 Cents per Pint
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
Purchase same quantity 79.6 76.2
Purchase less milk 15.7 21.3
Don't Know 4.7 2.5
Total 100.0 100.0
Valid Responses 299 403
A significant proportion of respondents (15.7 per cent in
Christchurch and 21.3 per cent in Auckland) indicated that they
would purchase less milk if the price was to rise by ten cents
per pint (Table 18). However, it should be noted that respon-
dents would be inclined to give this response to a question such
as this given that they might expect the answer to have an effect
on what might happen to the price. Therefore, some discounting
of this response could be undertaken.
2.5 Milkman Service
A major part of the questionnaire referred to the service
provided by the milkman. This section covers the responses which
dealt with how the home delivery service was rated, what things
respondents want improved about the home delivery service,
whether respondents wanted an account system and whether there
was a demand for the milkman to deliver other products.
Over 80 per cent of Christchurch respondents and nearly
cent of Auckland respondents use the milkman (Table 4).
respondents are considered in this section.
65 per
These
Table 21 indicates the feelings of the respondents with respect
to the delivery service.
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Table 21
Rating of Home Deliyery service
(% of respondents using home delivery service)
Christchurch
Home delivery service considered to be:
Auckland
Very Good
Satisfactory
Poor
Total
Valid Responses
83.3
13.1
3.6
100.0
249
73.2
21.7
5.1
100.0
258
The results in Table 21 indicate a reasonably high degree of
satisfaction with the performance of the milkman. However, 16.7
per cent of Christchurch respondents and 26.8 per cent of Auck-
land respondents were not altogether happy, representing a sig-
nificant proportion who would be likely to consider an option.
It should be noted that a lower proportion of Auckland respon-
dents (than in Christchurch) use the milkman and that a lower
proportion of those in Auckland who do use the milkman, rate the
home delivery service as "very good".
Table 22 provides an analysis of the respondents according to
whether they would like to see any aspects of the delivery serv-
ice improved. Forty five Christchurch respondents and fifty
eight Auckland respondents indicated that they would like to see
improvements made in the home delivery service.
The main areas for improvement were reliability and the desire
for the milkman to come at a different time. Money stolen was
also a problem and the milkman not coming at the same time each
day was of concern. Reliability and consistency of delivery
would appear to be related issues. These areas made up the major
part of the areas for improvement which were noted.
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Table 22
Areas for Improvement of the Home Delivery Service
(% of those wanting improvements)
Christchurch
Areas for Improvement
Auckland
Improve reliability
Money gets stolen
Comes at the wrong time
Want delivery at same time
Want more products
Wrong milk is delivered
Wants change/tokens
from boys
Delivery boys are poor
Want delivery to the door
Want milk left out of sun
Want daily delivery
Can't communicate
Want delivery signal
Want plastic bottles
other
Total
Valid Responses
51. 2
18.6
30.2
11.6
16.3
16.3
11. 6
9.3
7.0
7.0
2.3
7.0
2.3
2.3
9.4
186.1
43
41.4
24.1
25.9
10.3
8.6
6.9
6.9
3.4
12.1
5.2
8.6
8.6
6.9
27.7
19ELE>
58
--------------------------------_.-,_._--
A number of respondents (22 per cent of christchurch and 24 per
cent of Auckland home delivery users) indicated that they would
like to have an account system rather than payin; the;a
(Table 23). of the Christchurch respondentB wanting an account,
half wanted a weekly account and half wanted the account to be
monthly. In Auckland, 37 per cent wanted a monthly Iccount Ind
63 per cent wanted a weekly account.
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Table 23
Preference for an Account
(% of respondents using home delivery)
"
Christchurch
Prefer weekly or
monthly account 22.5
Already have an account 3.6
Don't want an account 72.3
Don't know 1.6
Total 100.0
Valid Responses 249
Auckland
24.4
8.1
66.7
0.8
100.0
258
•
Respondents were asked whether they wanted their milkman to
deliver other products. Nearly thirty percent (29.3 per cent)
for Christchurch and 31.4 per cent of Auckland milkman using
respondents indicated that they would like the milkman to deliver
other products. The products suggested were mainly dairy in
nature, however, bread was also a popular request in Auckland
(Table 24) .
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Table 24
other Products the Milkman Should Deliver
(% of respondents using home delivery & wanting more products)
Christchurch Auckland
Yoghurt 45.1 25.0
Fruit juice 50.7 22.5
Bread 16.9 40.0
Butter 8.5 16.3
..
Cheese 8.5 8.8
Flavoured milk 9.9 6.3
Eggs 14.1 11. 3
cottage cheese 5.6
Fruit and Vegetables 8.8
other 5.6 16.0
Total 164.9 155.0
Valid responses 71 80
2.6 Why Home Delivery Not Used
A significant number of respondents, 16.3 per cent in
Christchurch and 35.8 per cent in Auckland, did not use the home
delivery service at all. The main reason for not using the home
delivery service was a preference for buying at the shop or su-
permarket (Table 25). When asked why the respondent preferred the
shop or supermarket, the main reason was the convenience of
buying milk from that source.
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Table 25
Reason for Not using Home Deliyery Service
(% of respondents not using home delivery)
Christchurch Auckland
Prefer shop/supermarket 36.7 36.8
Milkman not reliable 16.3 25.0
Comes at wrong time 14.3 18.8
.. Milk gets stolen 12.2 14.6
Money gets stolen 10.2 21. 5
Have a long drive 8.2 3.5
Dairy handy 4 . 1 9.7
Forget to put bottles out 6.1 6.9
Very poor service 4.1 6.9
other (mainly relate to
shopping convenience
and poor milkman) 22.4 25.1
Total 134.6 168.8
Valid Responses 49 144
2.7 Milk statements
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they agreed or dis-
agreed with a number of statements. The statements were mainly
to do with milk as a food, milk containers and home delivery.
Tables 26 and 27 have the results .
•
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Table 26
Milk statement Agreement by Christchurch Respondents
(% of respondents)
statements Agree Disagree Neutral Don't Know
Mi lk is an
essential food 89.4 7.6 3.0
Milk is good
for my health 92.1 5.6 2.0 0.3
Home delivery is
ve:ry important to me 77.2 16.9 6.0
Milk is expensive 27.2 64.2 7.3 1.3
I like cartons as
milk containers 21. 9 58.6 13.6 6.0
Mi lk bottles are
too small for me 13.0 84.4 2.3 0.3
I would be willing to pay the equivalent of
10 cents more per bottle to keep my h~me delivery
58.3 32.1 6.0 3.6
Home delivery on three days each week would be fine for me
56.7 35.3 7.0 1.0
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Table 27
Milk statement Agreement by .Auckland Re~pQndents
(% of respondents)
statements Agree Disagree Neutral Don't Know
Milk is an
essential food 92.1 7.2 0.7
Mi lk is good
for my health 88.8 6.0 4.7 0.5
Home delivery is
very important to me 52.0 43.3 4.7
Mi lk is expensive 32.8 60.8 6.0 0.5
..
I like cartons as
milk containers 27.3 61.0 10.4 1.2
Mi lk bottles are
too small for me 22.8 74.9 2.0 0.3
I would be willing to pay the equivalent of
10 cents more per bottle to keep. my home delivery
43.5 50.3 5.3 1.0
Home delivery on three days each week would be fine for me
49.5 45.0 5.5
..
The results presented in Tables 26 and 27 indicate that milk is
seen as a healthy food item, that it is not seen as expensive by
a big majority (but there is a significant proportion who do
think milk is expensive), that there is reasonable support for
cartons and that the home delivery service is seen as an impor-
tant feature which should be continued, but perhaps only on three
days a week. However, the home delivery service is clearly of
less importance to Auckland respondents than to Christchurch
respondents with a lower proportion of Auckland respondents being
willing to pay extra to keep the service .
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2.8 Sample Statistics
The following tables provid~information on the characteristics
of the surveyed sample. Table 28 indicates the distribution of
the household sizes.
Table 28
Household Size
(% of respondents)
Persons in household
1
2
3 - 4
Over 4
Total
Average Household Size
Range of Household size
Persons Involved
Valid Responses
Christchurch
15.6
39.7
32.5
12.2
100.0
2.7
1 - 8
824
302
Auckland
•
10.9
30.5
33.5
25.1
100.0
3.2
1 - 15
1311
403
In the Christchurch sample, 35.4 per cent of respondents had
children in the household. In Auckland, 43.4 per cent of respon-
dents had children in the household. Table 29 provides the dis-
tribution of the number of children in the household.
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Table 29
Number of Children in the Household
(% of respondents)
..
..
Christchurch
Number of Children
0 64.6
1 10.9
2 14.6
Over 2 9.9
Total 100.0
Valid Responses 302
Auckland
56.6
12.7
19.9
10.8
100.0
403
The number of pre-school children is a factor often linked with
milk consumption. In Christchurch, 15.2 per cent, and in
Auckland, 15.6 per cent of respondents had pre-school children.
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Table 30
Age of Respondents
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
Under 20 1.7 1.2
20 to 29 21.0 18.5
30 to 39 21.7 23.7
40 to 49 17.3 22.4
50 to 59 9.0 13.7
60 and over 29.3 20.4
Total 100.0 100.0
Valid Responses 300 401
Table 31
Occupation of Principal Income Earner
(% of respondents)
Christchurch Auckland
Professional - Managerial 23.5 24.6
Clerical - Technical 10.2 13.9
Sales - Service 6.8 11.1
Tradesman - Labourer 23.8 22.8
Retired 29.9 21. 8
Benefit - Unemployed 4.8 5.1
Students 1.0 0.8
Total 100.0 100.0
Valid Respopses 294 395
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•SECTION 3
CONCLUSIONS
The particular issues examined in this research were the at-
titudes of consumers to the new forms of packaging that have be-
come available (cartons and plastic bottles) and the attitudes of
consumers to the home delivery service.
In order to obtain a useful appreciation of these factors, the
research was carried out in Christchurch and Auckland. It was
expected that there would be significant differences between the
two areas, with respect to both the attitudes towards the new
containers and the attitudes to home delivery. This was found to
be the case.
Cardboard cartons have found ready acceptability in both Auckland
and Christchurch. Approximately 18 per cent of Auckland respon-
dents and nearly 10 per cent of Christchurch respondents pur-
chased cartons the last time they bought milk. The difference in
acceptability between Auckland and Christchurch partly reflects
the longer time Auckland consumers have been exposed to cartons
and also reflects the greater tendency for Auckland consumers to
purchase milk from dairies and supermarkets.
Plastic bottles have found even more acceptability. Nearly 25
per cent of Auckland respondents and over five per cent of
Christchurch respondents had purchased a plastic bottle as their
last milk purchase (it must be noted that plastic bottles had be-
come available in christchurch only one week before the survey
was undertaken). Again, the acceptability in Auckland reflects
the longer exposure time and the greater use of non milkman
sources in Auckland.
The milkman was used by only about half of Auckland respondents
and nearly 75 per cent of Christchurch respondents, for their
last milk purchase.
Although accurate figures are not available, it has been sug-
gested (H G Turnbull, pers comm) that there has been a major
decline in the use of the milkman for the supply of milk. The
results of this research provide some indications as to why the
decline has occurred.
The main reason given by respondents who do not use the home
delivery service was that they preferred to purchase their milk
at the shop or supermarket. The main reason for this preference
was the increased convenience of buying their milk from that
source. Other reasons for not using the milkman were the un-
reliability of the milkman, the milkman coming at the wrong time,
theft of money and milk, convenience of a local store and a poor
milkman service .
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A reasonable proportion of those using the milkman service sug-
gested areas for improvement. The main areas were the desire for
improved reliability, improved timing of delivery and problems
with communication, money and service.
The main item of dissatisfaction with the milkman is with respect
to the quality of the milkman service. It seems incongruous that
purchasing milk at the shop or supermarket should be more con-
venient than having the product delivered to the gate. As this
situation exists, there is clearly a major fault with the milkman
service. It would appear that this fault is closely related to
the inconvenience of having to remember to leave bottles and in-
structions for the milkman, having to place these items at the
gate (and risk theft), having to leave these things at times
which may not be convenient for the consumer and, having done
these things, not being sure that the milkman will call at the
"normal" time or leave the products required. In other words, in
order to gain the "convenience" of a home delivery, there are
considerable inconveniences to be absorbed in the process. These
"inconveniences" are such, that for many people, the
"convenience" of being able to choose the milk required while
shopping for other items, in the knowledge that the use of this
method of obtaining milk guarantees receipt of the required
product, exceeds the "net convenience" of having the milk
delivered.
The future of home milk delivery depends upon the delivery of
milk providing a better service to consumers than the practice of
collecting milk from the shop or supermarket. It is clear that
in Auckland, the home delivery service does not provide a service
of sufficient value to consumers to encourage approximately half
the consumers to continue to use home delivery. In Christchurch,
the satisfaction with home delivery remains at a higher level.
Continuation of this level of satisfaction will be essential to
the continuation of the present level of use of the home delivery
service.
The features of a good home delivery service, one that competes
effectively with the supply of milk from shops and supermarkets,
include regular delivery of milk at a consistent time, effective
communication with the householder regarding product availability
and an effective means for householders to indicate the products
required, discontinuation of the need for bottles to be left at
the gate in order to obtain the milk required, improved delivery
practices (including delivery to the door as appropriate) and the
addition of other products (especially dairy products and bread)
to the lines available.
The milkman service has as its only comparative advantage, the
convenience of home delivered goods. If the service is such that
it does not provide convenience for consumers, it will not be
used. The milkman service should recognise that it is home
delivery which is the important element of the operation, not the
delivery of milk. Only half the respondents to the survey still
buy milk on a dally basis. It is likely that the proportion
buying daily will decline. Therefore, the future for the home
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delivery service must involve recognition that it is the element
of "home delivery" that is the key feature, not "the delivery of
"fresh" milk each day".
It must be recognized that more people are now mobile than has
been the case in the past. This means that they are able to ob-
tain their milk from shops and supermarkets without too much
difficulty. The perceived convenience of home delivery is
reduced if the products required are available on a "normal shop-
ping expedition" and especially if the home delivery service is
not very convenient anyway.
It must be recognized that the introduction of cartons and plas-
tic bottles has made it easier for consumers to obtain their milk
from shops and supermarkets. The need to have empty glass
bottles to exchange for full glass bottles is a significant
inconvenience. While the price of carton and plastic bottle milk
remains higher than for milk in glass bottles, the extra cost may
encourage consumers to continue to absorb the inconvenience of
using glass bottles. This remains a positive factor for the home
delivery service, in that it is more inconvenient to take bottles
to the shop or supermarket than to put them at the gate. Lower
prices at the shop or supermarket for milk in glass bottles are
not likely to encourage major shifts in the purchase of glass
bottle milk away from the milkman to the shop or supermarket.
However, if the price of carton or plastic bottle milk was to be
the same (or lower) than glass bottle milk, there is likely to be
an increased movement towards th"ese containers as they are per-
ceived to be more convenient.
Increased use of cartons and plastic bottles will lead to
decreased use of the milkman as the convenience of buying these
containers from the shop or supermarket is greater than the
equivalent actions of taking glass bottles to the shop or putting
them out for the milkman. The evidence of this occurring in
Auckland is well demonstrated in this report. It should be noted
that the movement towards increased shop and supermarket buying
of cartons and plastic bottles in Auckland has occurred in spite
of those containers being more expensive than glass bottle milk.
This provides some measure of the price consumers are willing to
pay for increased convenience.
The question could be asked "why do people not buy cartons and
plastic bottles from the milkman?". The answer is likely to be
that the home delivery service is less convenient than the shop
or supermarket. The need to order the specific quantity and type
of milk on an individual basis each time milk is delivered, the
need to be able to communicate effectively with the milkman and
the need to recognise that the delivery may not occur at the most
appropriate time means that the delivery service does not provide
the convenience it should - it therefore will not be used.
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Glass bottles tend to "trap the consumer" into using the milkman.
The inconvenience of the bulk of the bottles and the problems of
carrying them to the shop mean that the other inconveniences of
the milkman are over-ridden. Once the glass bottle has been
rejected, the inconveniences associated with using the milkman
become dominant and milk is purchased in an alternative container
elsewhere.
There is likely to be a continuing movement towards the use of
cartons and plastic bottles, especially the latter. Respondents
who expressed a preference for glass bottles mainly did so for
hygiene, "dislike of cardboard", reusability and habit reasons.
Conservation, "see through" and convenience were also significant
factors in Auckland. The reasons associated with convenience,
"see through", habit, reusability and "dislike of cardboard" are
ones which are likely to change as time passes, especially with
reference to th.e adoption of plastic bottles. The plastic bottle
features of convenience, safety, larger size and reusability are
likely to be increasingly recognized and more people presently
using glass bottles can be expected to change to these
containers. Cartons are not likely to become as important as
plastic bottles. The only real advantages of using cartons are
their easy disposability (something many consumers are against,
ie. more rubbish), increased breakage safety, reducing light on
the milk and (perhaps) longer storage ability. The evidence from
Auckland suggests that the plastic bottle will become a more sig-
nificant container in the future.
In this situation, the future for the home delivery service will
depend upon the establishment and maintenance of a reliable, con-
venient method of providing products to consumers with improved
communication between the delivery system and the consumer. The
fact that products can be delivered cheaply, reliably and at con-
venient times will be the means of maintaining a delivery system.
The convenience of home delivery must be greater than the con-
venience of purchasing goods at the shop or supermarket.
Specifically,
the use of
will reduce
bottles.
milkmen must adopt a policy of actively promoting
the plastic bottle as a home delivered item. This
the inconvenience associated with using glass
The means of communicating between the consumers and the milkman
must be improved.
Methods of delivering products in a more secure manner must be
developed, ego use of a lockable container attached to the house.
Ways of guaranteeing delivery of the required products must be
developed, ego order systems for regular set quantities of goods
often used.
Payment systems that are convenient for both parties must be
introduced, ego discounted prepayment for regular orders (perhaps
a month in advancie), use of credit systems, EFT - pas, credit
cards, etc.
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Upgrading of delivery staff is required in some cases (it will
not be acceptable for deliveries to be made "at lowest cost using
milk boys"). The actual delivery is the main point of contact
between the delivery system and the consumer; this is the most
important part of the service and it is what the consumer will
relate to. It is therefore important that this activity is
carried out in the most efficient and caring manner. Appropriate
staff will be required.
All of the above suggestions could .be developed for milk
deliveries. However, it is recommended that the home delivery
system be used for much more than milk deliveries. It is the
delivery system that is the service being offered and provided by
the milkman; it is not the milk. Attention must be focused on
the delivery system and milk fitted to the system, rather than
the reverse order.
Given no action by milkmen to upgrade their service, the im-
mediate future outlook is for a reduction in the demand for the
present home delivery system, until the milkman service is a
residual supplier of milk to a limited number of people who are
not able to easily obtain their milk from the shop or
supermarket. Even these potential customers may not remain. For
example, for people who are confined to their homes, perhaps the
"meals on wheels" service could easily provide milk supplies.
For people in receipt of the Nurse Maud housekeeping service, the
supply of milk through the "home help" could be a viable option.
Even with upgrading of the milkman service, there is likely to be
a reduction in the demand for the delivery system. Action taken
can only be regarded as a means of reducing the impact of change
in society; those changes will continue to occur. Improved
packaging, especially the plastic bottle, combined with a con-
tinuing "need" to Il go to the shop/supermarket" for goods means
that the demand for home delivery of milk is likely to be sig-
nificantly reduced in the future.
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MILK QUESTIONNAIRE
"Good evening, my name IS ••••••••••••.•••••••• and I am ringing
on behalf of Lincoln College in Christchurch. We are carrying
out a survey for the Milk Board. Could I please speak to the
person who usually arranges the purchase of your milk." [WAIT
FOR PERSON - REPEAT ABOVE FOR NEW PERSON]
I would appreciate it if you would help me to complete this
Questionnaire. It should take less than 10 minutes.
1. (a) How often is milk usually purchased for your household?
[TICK BOX]
(1) Dai ly
(2) Every second day
(3) Every two-three days
(4) Two-three times a week
(5) Once a week ~--,
(6) Longer
(b) When was milk last bought? [TICK BOX]
(1) Today
(2) Yesterday
(3) Two days ago
(4) More than two days ago~
2. (a) How much of each sort of milk was purchased then and
what container was it in? [PUT NUMBER(S) IN APPROPRIATE
BOX(ES) - FIRST COLUMN]
BOTTLES 5 CENTS 10 CENTS
Wholemilk or silver top bottles
Blue Top Bottles
Green top bottles
Standard Cartons - 1 litre
- 2 litre
Trim Milk cartons - 1 litre
- 2 litre
PLAST
Standard plastic bottles
Trim Milk plastic bottles
CARTONS
.
-
IC BOTTLES
I
FOR EACH TYPE PURCHASED ABOVE, ASK (b):
USE THIS CODE AND FILL IN ABOVE -SECOND AND THIRD COLUMNS]
SAME = S; LESS = L; DON'T KNOW = D
(b) (i) If the price of only [ ] increased
by 5 cents would you buy the same amount or less of
this type of milk?
(ii) What about if the price increased by 10 cents?
(c) If the price of all milk rose by 10 cents per pint,
would you continue to buy the same amount or less?
Same o Less 0
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Dont Know 0
(b) Do you also buy milk from anywhere else?
3. (a) For your last purchase, where did you buy the milk from?
Last Purchase Other Purchases
~( ~3~) ~;i~~~gther 1'---------,-----'-----1Supermarket _ .
(4) Other (eg Garage)
Yes <==) NO<==)
IF YES - Where from? [TICK SECOND COLUMN ABOVE]
IF MILKMAN TICKED ABOVE, ASK 04; OTHERWISE GOTO 05
4. Next, I would now like to ask you some questions about the
home delivery or milkman service that you have:
(a) How do you rate the home delivery service?
Do you consider it is (1) Very Good ~
(2) Satisfactory
or (3) Poor
(4) Don't Know
(b) What (if any) things about the delivery service would
you like to see improved?
..
(1) Nothing
(2) Want cartons
(4) More products
(6) Comes too late
(8) Not reliable
(10) Other
(3) Want plastic bottles~
(5) Comes too early
(7) Money stolen
(9) Don't know
(c) Would you prefer to have a weekly or monthly account
from the milkman rather than pay at the gate?
( 1 )
( 2 )
( 3 )
( 4 )
( 5 )
~~~eadY d°t==jIF YES ASK- Monthly <==) or Weekly <==)
Don't Knowl==!
Depends (on what) ............................•.
Would you like your milkman to deliver(d)
( 1) Yes
IF YES-
<==) (2) No <==)
other products?
(3) Don't Know <==)
What other products would you like to have delivered?
•••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• II " •••••••••••••••
GOTO 06
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5. For what reasons do you not use the home delivery se~vice?
More products 8
Milk gets stolen
Money stolen
Milk goes off
permarket 0oP/su
Don't Know
Want cartons
Comes too early
Comes too late
Forget bottles out
Not reliable
Prefer to buy at sh
other ..
IF "PREFER TO BUY AT SHOP/SUPERMARKET, ASK -
..
Why do" you prefer this? ..
6. Next, I have some statements I will read to you. Please
tell me whether you agree or disagree with these statements.
AGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL D/K
Milk is an essential food
Milk is good for my health
Home delivery is very important to me
Milk is expensive
I like cartons as milk containers
Milk bottles are too small for me
I would be willing to pay the
equivalent of 10 cents more
per bottle to keep my home delivery
Home delivery on three days
each week would be fine for me
7. (a) Do you prefer any particular type of container, ego
glass bottle, carton or plastic bottle?
( 1 ) Yes 0 ( 2 ) No 0 ( 3 ) Don't Know 0
IF YES - ASK (b) AND ( c ) ; IF NO OR DON'T KNOW, GOTO Q8
(
(b) Which one? (1) glass bottle §
(2) carton
(3) plastic bottle
(c) Why do you prefer that container?
(1) Reusable §
(3) No Cardboard Taste
(5) Cheaper
(2) More hygenic §
(4) Bigger
(6) No light on milk
(7) Other ....................................................................................
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8. (a) Is carton milk dearer at the supermarket than from the
milkman?
(1 )
( 2 )
( 3 )
( 4 )
:~s =;;::::arket cheaper~
Don't Know B
9. Without working it out exactly, do you think that carton
milk is more expensive per litre than milk in a glass
bottle?
(1) Yes
(2) No
(3) Don't Know
Just some final questions:
10. How many people live in your household?
11. How many children are there?
How many are pre-school?
12. Could you please tell me what age group you are in?
(1) Under 20
(2) 20 to 29
( 3) 30 to 39
(4) 40 to 49
( 5) 50 to 59
(6) 60 & over
.........................................................
14. and what is the occupation of the principal income earner?
Thank you for your assistance
Telephone Number called .
Interviewer Name .
Interviewer Number .
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BRIEFING NOTES ON MILK QUESTIONNAIRE
1. Sample Selection
The sample has been selected for you. Twice the number of
telephone numbers as are required have been provided. It
should be possible to obtain the required interviews from
the numbers supplied without the need for any further
numbers. If, however, it is apparent that after trying all
numbers supplied at least twice, the required number of
interviews will not be completed, further numbers can be
used. These should be obtained by adding "1" to the last
digit of those numbers from which an interview was not
completed. Please fill in the Call Sheet indicating the
outcome of all numbers rung.
2. Target Person
The person to be interviewed is the person who usually
arranges the purchase of milk for the household. It is not
necessarily the person who "puts the bottles out", ie
perhaps a child. We are after the person who normally makes
the decision to buy milk and who decides what sort of milk
is to be purchased.
3. The Questionnaire
The Questionnaire has been pilot tested in both Christchurch
and Auckland; we therefore believe that it should be OK. It
is reasonably straight forward, perhaps with the exception
of Question 2 where you will have to adjust the question to
suit the respondent.
Question 1 Ca)
Please tick the appropriate slot depending on the answer
given. We realise that some of the slots are almost the
same. Please tick the one that corresponds most closely to
the respondents answer. Do not read out the options.
(b)
Again, please tick the appropriate slot. Do not read out
the options.
Question 2 (a)
This question is to find out exactly what milk was purchased
the last time milk was bought. It does not matter if the
milk bought was not what is usually purchased. We are
interested in the last purchase. You may need to explain
what you mean by the question, but we think that the present
wording will be OK. Fill in the first column with the
number of bottles, cartons and/or plastic bottles that were
purchased of each type. The second and third columns are
for the answers to Question 2(b).
49
(b)
For each type of milk and container that was purchased, we
would like to know the reaction of the respondent to a 5 or
10 cent price increase. Question 2 b(i) therefore is to be
asked for each individual type of milk that was bought last
time. Ask Question 2 b(ii) as a follow-up. Put the code
"S" for same, "L" for less or "0" for don't know in the
second and third columns. You may have to emphasize that
you are only talking about a price rise for each type of
milk by itself, ie. we are not talking about all milk rising
in price.
(c)
This question talks about all milk rIsIng in price by 10
cents per pint (600 mls or glass bottle). It means that a
carton would go up by 20 cents and a plastic bottle would
increase by 40 cents - you may need to explain this. Put a
tick in the appropriate space below the question.
Question 3 (a)
The question refers to the last purchase the person made,
even if it was an unusual purchase. Put a tick in the first
column alongside the answer given.
(b)
If they buy milk from ot~er places at other times, ie. not
the last purchase, tick the box and ask where they buy from.
Place a tick (or ticks) in the second column depending on
the answer.
If the milkman was NOT ticked in either of the two columns,
turn the page over and ask Question 5. Do not ask Question
4.
If the milkman was ticked in either of the two columns, ask
Question 4 and do not ask Question 5.
Question 4 (a)
Read out the options for this question. Do not read out
"don't know". Put a tick in the appropriate box.
(b)
It may be that people do not want anything about the home
delivery service improved. If so, tick the "nothing" box.
The "suggested" answers given cover a reasonable range of
possibilities. Tick the appropriate box for the answer
given. If the answer does not fit into any of the options
given, please, write the answer on the line. DO NOT READ OUT
THE OPTIONS
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(c)
People may prefer to have an account rather than put the
money out; some may already have an account system. Tick
the appropriate box for the answer. If people say "yes",
find out if they would like a "monthly" or a "weekly"
account system and put a tick in the correct box.
(d)
Tick the box for the answer. When we refer to other
products, we don't just mean milk products, ie. the milkman
may be encouraged to deliver bread or fruit or vegetables or
whatever. The respondent should be encouraged to "think
broadly" if they ask you to explain what you mean. If they
would like other products delivered, ask them what things
they would like and write them down on the line. The
respondent may volunteer this information when they answer
the first part of the question.
From here, GO TO QUESTION 6 - DO NOT ASK QUESTION 5
Question 5
This Question is asked of those respondents who do not use
the milkman as answered in Question 3. Place a tick in the
appropriate slot or write down the answer if it does not fit
into any of the suggested answers given. DO NOT READ OUT
THE OPTIONS. If they "pref~r to buy at the shop/supermarket
(including dairy)" ask them why they prefer to do this and
write it down on the line. The respondent may volunteer
this information when they answer the first part of the
question.
Question 6
ALL RESPONDENTS ARE ASKED ALL QUESTIONS FROM HERE ON.
The key thing about these Statements is that we want people
to give their agreement or disagreement as it applies to
themselves or their families, not to someone else. Read out
each Statement and place a tick in the appropriate column.
The second last statement means that home delivered milk
only would go up in price. The price at the shop for
bottles would be lower, ie. would not change. Cartons and
plastic bottles would also be dearer for home delivered than
purchased from the shop. The equivalent increase would be
20 cents more per carton and 40 cents more per plastic
bottle, in order to have the milk delivered to the home.
Question 7 (a)
Place a tick in the appropriate space for the answer to this
quest10n. If they do not have any preference, DO NOT ASK
questions 7(b) and (c) - go to Question 8 over the page. If
they have a preference, ie. answer "Yes" to Question 7(a),
ask them which container they prefer (7(b» and why (7(c».
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Question 8
This should not have an "(a)" in the question - a mistake.
Note that the question asks whether carton milk is dearer at
the supermarket than from the milkman; if the answer is
"YES", the tick is straight forward as shown. If the answer
is "NO" we need to know if the price is the same or is the
supermarket cheaper. If they do not volunteer this
information, you will have to ask them in order to have the
tick in the right "NO" slot.
Question 9
We do not want people to try to work out the answer. If
they do it doesn't matter but we really want the impression
people have of what the price difference is, if any. The
intention is to find out how people see the price of the
milk, rather than the price of the different container of
milk. That is, we all know that a carton is more expensive
because it is bigger, ie. one or two litres versus 600 mIs,
but what about the price of the milk inside on the basis of
the same amount of milk.
Question 10
Household includes Flats - the total living in the unit of
accommodation. Put the number in the box. The number of
people should include any children.
Question 11
Put the number of children in the box. They will be
included in the number above. If there are any, ask "how
many of them are pre-school" and put the number in the box.
Question 12
You may wish to suggest an age group that you think might be
appropriate. It is better to suggest a grouping lower than
the one you think miqht be right (or the right one) rather
than one higher. Suggesting an age group allows people to
understand that you only want the age within a 10 year span.
Question 13
This should be straight forward. We want fairly broad
suburbs or areas, ie. not too specific. Please write the
answer on the line.
Question 14
The occupation must be specific, ie. "public servant", for
example, is not sufficient. Find out what they do in their
job rather than a vague category, ie. clerk, typist, sales
person, mechanic, cleaner, scientist, manager are examples
of reasonable definitions.
Write down the number called, your name and number for checking.
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